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'BRIEF HISTORY OF BEDFORD SPRINGS*

1843 — Springs Hotel built.
1866 — New York Pharmaceutical purchases the Bedford Springs property.
1877 — The narrow-gauge railroad between Bedford and Billerica opens.
1888 — Post office is established at Bedford Springs.
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1892 — Pharmaceutlcal Iaboratory bunIt f e
1897 - Sweetwater Hotel is built, replacmg the 0Id Sprmgs‘*
1901 New boat house is built en_Fa,w_n Lake ——
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EAME SCORE

Erwironmiental

Impacts (positive
or negative]

Effectveness
remaving/freducing
uriwanked
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Logistics [inchudir
de-watenng,
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disposal]

Erwirommental impacts
{positive or negative

Effectveness

remowingfreducing umsanted
vegetation

Logistics {including da-
wetzring, staging. seciment
gizposal)

Malntenace Requirements

Time to Permit and Complete
Project

Cverall Project




RESTORATION EVALUATION

1. The committee agreed upon values of analysis:
 Longevity of Treatment

e Environmental Impacts

* Effectiveness removing/reducing unwanted vegetation
 Recreational Use and Enjoyment

 Future Operations and Maintenance Requirements

e Overall Project Cost

* Neighborhood Impacts

* Logistics (dewatering, staging, sediment disposal)

* Time to Permit.

2. The values were prioritized by performing a Pair-Wise
Analysis, where each value was compared to another, to
arrive at a numerical priority ranking




RESTORATION EVALUATION

3. The values were evaluated against each improvement
method as identified by Comprehensive Environmental
Inc., and summarized in their “Pond Management
Strategies Matrix” prepared in March 2015.

4. Each method was ranked based on how it scored on our
prioritized values.

5. Hydraulic Dredging was the top method as it scored the
highest in relation to our prioritized values.
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RESTORATION PLAN DESIGN
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